Blue Ribbon Commission on Transportation
| nvestment Strategies Committee

Final Meeting Summary
March 29, 2000
Adopted April 12, 2000
Present: Dde Stedman, Chair, Bill Lampson, Vice-Chair, Don Briscoe, Representative
Shirley Hankins, Peter Hurley, Bettie Ingham, Andrew Johnsen, John Kdlly, Charles

Mott, Peatricia Otley

Absent: Ted Bottiger (Pat Jones atended on his behdf), Senator Mary Margaret Haugen

The Chair cdled the meseting to order a 8:40 am. The Committee reviewed the minutes
from the February 9" meeting and approved them as presented.

Public Comment

Ron Scheck, Trangit Solutions, urged the Committee to consider multimodal solutions to
the state' s trangportation problems.

Washington’s Short Line Railroads

Dave Parkinson of Puget Sound and Pecific Railroad, gave the Committee a brief
overview of short linerailroads in Washington. He reviewed Puget Sound and Pecific
Railroad, public benefits provided by the short line railroad system, the system’ sfinancia
needs, and how those financia needs are met.

Puget Sound and Pecific Railroad operates 3 railroads, one of which islocated in
Washington State. The Puget Sound and Pacific Railroad was acquired from Burlington
Northern Santa Fe in 1997 because BNSF could not operate it efficiently as a part of their
larger system. Since 1997, business on therailroad hasincreased dramatically from

7,000 carloads per year to nearly 13,000 carloads per year.

Parkinson attributed the improvementsin the railroad’ s business to a variety of improved
efficiencies and programs. Asaresult of technologica advances, only one person is
needed to operate atrain. This efficiency results in an employeg/track-mileraio of 1to 7
for Puget Sound and Pacific Railroad, in comparison with alarger railroad’ stypical ratio
of 1to 1. Inresponseto a surplus of logs on the Olympic Peninsula and a shortage of
logs in Oregon and Northern Cdlifornia, the railroad devel oped alog-move program that
currently moves 20 cars per day. Puget Sound and Pecific aso developed achemica



trangport facility funded by the Freight Raill Assstance program, which moves chemicd
trangport from the highways onto rail. The most successful program isthe “grain train”
that moves grain from Eastern Washington to ports in Western Washington. This service
isnot offered by larger railroads as they reserve their grain cars for longer hauls departing
from the Midwest. The “grain train” service earns a profit for the Sate.

Parkinson listed benefits offered by short line railroads induding:
They are essentid to the development of Grays Harbor and other ports.
Short linerailroads are an integra part of the economic development and growth
(in some cases, surviva) of many smdler communitiesin the state.
Taking some large trucks off the road can reduce congestion as well asroad
maintenance and repair needs.
A 1995 WSDOT study concluding that the existence of a viable short line system
in the sate saves $30 million per year in highway repair costs.

Parkinson noted that freight moved by rail requires about one-third of the energy of
moving an equivalent ton of freight over the road. Parkinson also noted thet trains are
more environmentaly friendly in terms of ar pollutant emissons than trucks.

The short linerailroad system isin great need of capital investments, including upgrades
from light to heavy rail and bridge repairs. In late 1980s, a panel concluded thet the Sate
should invest approximately $10 million per year in the short line railroad system, but to
date the Sate has paid only $1 million per year (with exception of the “grain train”
program). Currently thereistak in Olympia of increasing the ate' s contribution to $5
million per year.

Parkinson ended by conveying to the Committee the need for a balanced freight
trangportation system that takes advantage of both trucks and railroads, with specid
atention given to cregting effective private-public partnerships.

Charlie Howard with the Washington State Department of Transportation commented on
the three basic objectives of the sate’' sfreight rail program: to keep short line railroads
operating, to preserve trackage and right-of-way, and to preserve corridors.

Developing Committee Options. “20-Year |nvestments’

Kjris Lund, project manager for the Commission, presented a summary of activities
regarding preparation for the full Commission retrest on May 18. She reminded the
Committee that the objective of the May retreet is organizing information which will be
shared with the public on the variety of options to Stimulate discusson and receive public
input. She presented the Committee with a potentia framework for organizing options
and showed how the Investment Strategies Committee fits into that framework.

Some Committee members expressed concern regarding whether adhering to such an
explicit and revenue- dependent framework would congtrain the Committee' s ability to
find effective solutions to the state’ s transportation problems. Peter Hurley reviewed the



guiddines for investment srateges that the Committee had discussed at the previous
meeting. The Chair reminded the Committee of the criteriathey developed earlier in the
Commission process, noting especidly “able to win public support.” Lund noted the
importance of making the Commission’s product as tangible as possible for the public's
sake.

The Chair encouraged the Committee members to engage in a declaration of their
concerns and opinionsin order to put dl the issues on thetable. Thefollowing isalist of
the concerns that Committee members shared:

The Commisson’s objective is to provide good information and options in terms
that the public understands.

The Commission’s chalenge is to show the public the steps needed to accomplish
an improved trangportation system, what the cost will be, and how the outcome
will look.

The Commission should act as aleader, and it has the opportunity to do
something magnificent with the state' s transportation system — solve the
trangportation problems, provide higher levels of service, accommodate the
expected growth, and make this a better placeto live.

If the Commission does not solve transportation problems in abold way, we will
see indudtries exit the Sate.

The Committee needs to move out the box and create a vison that will excite
people.

The Commission must make the public aware of the redlities of our transportation
system needs.

The Committee' s suggestions for investment strategies should be based on an
incremental 20-year scope but at ahigher level. The problems are immediate.
The bold and significant changes the Committee can recommend will take 20
years to implement; the Committee should not be satisfied with just fixing
potholes.

The public islooking for good leadership, and they are willing to invest in more
than the Commission may beieve.

The message the Commission and government should have received from the
passage of 1-695 isto be efficient, be fair, and solve problems.

If the Commission generaies aplan it truly believesin, memberswill be gbleto
sl it to the public.

The Committee should focus on definitive and specific rather than more generd
recommendations in order to be understood and appreciated by the public and
legidators.

If the Commission could truly accomplish something in each Committes, the
combination of the efforts of al Committees would be dramétic.

The Benchmark Committee has determined that one god of the state’s
trangportation system isto achieve aleve of congestion equivaent to the nationa
average. Itisimpossible for the Sate to reach this congestion leve without an
increese in the leve of investment.

The Committee needs to spend some time addressing what each option will cost.



Of dl agencies contributing to the work of the Committee, WSDOT has provided
the best information. The Committee should not “take a shot” at the current
system; it will be difficult to get more “efficiency” out of the current system, and
the Committee should not use the current trangportation system as a crutch.
Instead, the Committee should have higher-level vison for the future.

The framework that Lund presented isa“sdll strategy” — away to lead the public
through a thought process in which they can determine what is needed to achieve
certain levels of trangportation service.

Part of the problem of choosing invesment srategiesis that each individua sees
the problem in different way. While the Puget Sound region is primarily
concerned with congestion relief, many other parts of the Sate are primarily
concerned with maintenance and preservation.

The corridor gpproach is sendtive to regiond issues.

The Committee s misson isto determine how much the state should invest in
which priorities. The Committee needs to decide how the state should prioritize
investments, the Committee needs to be much more specificinits
recommendations.

The Committee should present a plan that will excite people.

Congedtion relief is not possible or even desirable. To solve the transportation
problem the state needs to provide access and choices.

Policy leaders and citizens expect the Commission to present them with a
description of the quditative and quantitative changes that will result from the
Commisson’s recommendations.

The Committee needs to develop a document that explains what investment
grategies will be used and what specific results will occur.

Important to votersis a product thet is tangible and that illustrates cause and
effect.

Kjris Lund reviewed some of the targets that the Benchmark Committee has identified,
focusing on those with a specific relaionship to the Investment Strategies Committee.
The relevant benchmarks include having O percent of roadways in poor physicd
condition by the year 2020; 0 structurdly deficient bridges by the year 2020; and traffic
congestion at alevel no worse than the national mean of urban interstates by the year
2020.

Jarry Cormick, consultant to the Commission, led the Committee in adiscussion of a
draft list of options regarding More Efficient Use of Transportation Facilities that staff
had prepared. The following summary organizes the comments by the corresponding
option.

Al

Reword this option to say, “Better coordination of planning, funding, investment, and
decisonrmaking in dl jurisdictions. To accomplish this, anew, regiond gpproach to
trangportation planning, funding, investment, and decision-making should be
implemented.”



Characteridtics of a successful regiona system include the following items: (1)
availability of block grant ate funds; (2) regiond ability to seek balot approva on
ggnificant revenue decisions within the region; (3) focus on corridors, and (4) integration
with land use planning.

Improved efficiency and other benefits will result from the implementation of option AL
Primarily, this option ded's with the ongoing public perception that wherever you are, the
money is being spent somewhere se. By permitting the region to determine where
trangportation funds are spent, critical regiond transportation projects have a better
chance of being implemented. Also, the ability to forecast funding increases. This
improves the planning process and alows decison-makers to consider the corridor asa
whole. In addition, trangportation investment can be de-politicized. In some cases,
availability drives the demand for trangportation funds; the Committee would prefer that
need drives the demand for transportation funds.

The Committee noted that not al transportation funds should be regiondized, only a
portion of them. A formula could be created based on criteria that could be applied.
Charlie Howard with the Washington State Department of Transportation clarified the
daidtic regarding the distribution of trangportation fundsin Cdifornia. 75% of mohbility
funds are digtributed to regions. It was adso noted that in the past, federd and state
money coming to regiond levels has been spread thinly, “like peanut butter.” Each
jurisdiction wants a share, which can lead to improving alot of little problems rather than
addressing larger, more sgnificant problems.

A2

Reword this option to say, “Use a corridor gpproach to transportation planning and
funding to invest the most effective mix of srategiesin the most heavily traveled (by
people and goods) corridors.”

The corridor approach suggests that transportation dollars should first be invested in the
corridors most heavily traveled by people and goods. Characteristics of this approach
include the following items. (1) fixing the worst bottlenecks and congested areas first;

(2) improving maintenance and preservation of the routes most highly traveled by people
and goods; (3) keeping the most heavily used trangit corridors in good condition; and (4)
promating public-private initiatives.

Improved efficiency and other benefits will result from the implementation of option A2.
It encourages regions to consider the whole areaand invest in longer corridors instead of
fixing samdl dretches here and there. Also, amix of grategies dlows movement of more
people. A corridor approach will increase consstency and decrease duplication.



A3

Reword this option to say, “All jurisdictions should make preservetion (funding leadt life-
cycle cost) and maintenance of the exigting trangportation infrastructure the top priority.
Exigting transportation infrastructure should be maintained a a minimum standard
throughout the system, availability of funding to support maintenance will need to be
alocated.”

Improved efficiency and other benefits will result from the implementation of option A3.
Drivers and trangt users will enjoy asmoother and quieter ride. 1t will dso result in
automobile maintenance savings. Additiondly, funding leest life-cycle costsisthe
minimum cost option and is predictable.

A4

Reword this option to say “Funding at the state and regiond jurisdictions should be
flexible as possble with regards to improvements or new investments so the worst
problems can be funded first or asthey emerge.”

Encourage appropriate changes in date statutes and regulations to alow more flexibility
in use of funds for improvements; the specific changes need to be defined.

The benefits of flexibility indude de-politicizing transportation investment and support of
bundling funds.

A5
Combine this option with A3.
A6

Replace “across dl juridictions’ with “multi-jurisdictional,” and replace “across all
modes’ with “multimoda.”

A7
Combine this option with A3.
A8

The Committee suggested the Revenue Committee should address the “increased heavy
vehicle fees’ issue, and members requested more information on the other two issues.



A9

The Committee accepted this option but requested additiond information. They noted
that exceptions exigt, so the policy or ordinance will need to alow for judgment.

A10

The Committee suggested this option be moved to the “20-Y ear Investments’ area but
as0 requested additional information from staff regarding this option. 1t was noted that
the Committee should congder the option of privatizing park-and-ride lots.

All

The Committee requested additiona information from staff regarding this option. A
discussion is needed on the specific forms of Intelligent Transportation Systemsto be
recommended. It was noted that additiona forms of Intelligent Trangportation Systems
exist beyond those currently listed below the option statement.

Al2

The Committee requested additiond information from staff regarding thisoption. A
discusson is needed on the specific forms of Traffic Demand Management to be

recommended. 1t was noted that with this option, areatively smal amount of investment
could achieve dramatic results.

Al3

Reword this option to suggest more than just public did ogue and make congestion
pricing an option.

Next Meeting

The next Committee meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 12, 2000, 8:30 am.—
4:00 p.m., in the SeaTac Room at the SeaTac Holiday Inn.

The Committee adjourned at 4:00 p.m.



